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Abstract

¢ . . .. . B ’ ' f
Twenty pairs of students from seven special education °resource

« rooms were assessed on the structure of the 1nstruct1on they recelved . .

\

. and théir read1ng achievement at three t1mes durlng the year.. The

instructiona] programs for 10 experimenta) students were to,be based‘

on their. teaehers'. use of continuous evaluation procedures; “these

students ‘were assessed a]sonon an accuracy of implementation scale.
~
Results indicated -that the prOcedures wére adm1nlstered and the data

- charted appropr1ate1yk and. that teachers cons1dered the oprocedures_

C . t1me efficient and usefu] wn.mon1tor1ng student progress. However, - .- ;

B "the procedures farely were USéd‘tofevaluate instructional prdgrams, to
make - ‘instructional chenges, or to monitor the effectivehess of
changes. No statistically significant‘differehces in ihstructidné]_.

structure or achievement were, found befween experimenta1 ahdicontrbl
. o | X . ShLe |
group students. The implications of non-implementation of the

. evaluation aspects .of continuous evaluation procedures are‘discusseq.'

. ) .
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The Effects of Training Teachers in the Use of ',

-

-

Formative Evaluation in Readingx An E_xperiment'al-Con-trol)C'arison A

. i . o —
Q3 3 -

In recent ye‘ars’, with the advent 'of. Pub'h‘c Law . ‘94-142 and

”

’ 1ncreased pubhc pressure for accountab1hty in educat1on, greater

demands haye ~been p]aced on ed\ucdators, éspec1aHy spec1a1 educators,

’
to be accountab"le for the quahty of 1nstruct1ona1 \dec1s1ons and the

Y
ways in fWh1ch they are . mad% A grow1ng bodyf of ev1dence (Bohannon,~ -
> 1975; Crutcher & Hofme1ster, 1975; Lovitt, Schaff & Sayre, 1970,

White & Liberty, 1976) suggests that formatwe evaluat1on~ stems' 'may

£

‘ ay, provide ,v1ab1e alternatwes to the trad1t1ona1 pre- and post test‘ng
L approach to evaluation of academ1c programs. Such systems prov1de
cont1nuous feedback to both the teacher and student,l aHow1ng .
. educators to more *tlosely mon1tor academ1c progress. : s
P ﬁjrmg the  past five years, the Inst1tute for- Research on ..
‘“Learning,_Disabilities at the Un1vers1ty of anesota, under federal  : | .
contract,ﬁhas conducted,a number of stud1es that focus .on_ developing |
and mon1tor1ng progress on \{EP goa]s, as 1s 1ntended m PL°94-142.,
Thngoal of th1s .research has been to deter;mne emp1r1caHy the
effetts 4of using formatwe evaluation tec(hmques on student
.'; o ach1evement in read1ng, spe111ng, and written express1on.
c:g Earher research in this ‘area determined what measures of ‘student .

%‘! .
performance wou]d be 1dea] for“use'in a formatwé evaluat1on systef.

The searci‘ for these measures began by generat1ng a list of desired

" character1st1cs, such as ease of adm1n1strat1on, t1me efficiency, and '

Sens1t1v1ty to growth over time (Jenkms, Deno, & Mirkin, 1979). The

measures ' that’ were not’ reh.ab]e or vah‘{; or those that were deemed )




2
less suitabie . with respect to. any .of . the other desired
,character1st1cs were eliminated from cons1derat1on. - ‘;’

F1ve read1ng behav1ors were generated from a review of the

h 11terature and p1aced in the or1g1na1 poo1 for cons1&erat1on. ‘A

ser1eS°of cr1ter1on validity stud1es (Deno, Mirkin, Gh\ang, & Lowry,
oy
1980), showed that read1ng a1oud from a basa1 reader, read1ng aloud

from lists of 1so1ated words, and guess1ng the words deleted from a
reading passage (i.e:y c1oze comprehens1on) all related closely to

performance on standard1zed tests and discriminated between program

and grade'p1acement. - Such format1ve measures of read1ng also have

3 . 8 "
shown high test-retest (r = .90) and a1ternate-fbrms (rs = .89‘- .92)

.

reliabiTity (Shﬁnn, 1981).

Re1ated stud1es focused on determining the opt1ma1 durat1on of

o

_ read1ng measurement and the type of data to recorﬁ Resu1ts from

testing one, two, and three-m1nute durat1ons indicated that reading
proficiency can be indexed validly within one mjnutesand'that co*rept
oerformance is a more vdlid measure of reading‘proficiency thanxerror

performance‘(Deno et al., 1980). . ' e

Previous studies also assessed the sensitivity. of two reading

',measures, reading -isolated word lists and readiﬁg aloud from a basal

&
reader. Both reading measures were found to be sens1t1ve to changes‘
N

w1th1n each grade. 1eveﬁ from fa11 to spr1ng and across grade levels
(Marston, Lowry, Deno, & M1rk1n, 1981). However, read1ng a1oud from a
basal reader was chosen as the optimal generic measure in. readung
because it produced a.broader-range of‘scores tﬁan isolated words,

1Y

re1ated somewhat more c]osely to combrehension;;and required Titt1e o




. teacher preparation.

c Iy 2 B ’
Rationale « ‘

vaen that 'one-minute t1med samp]es of *reading from-- the '- L
curr1cu1um ha’ve been shown to be rehab}e and va1;ad meas/ures of. -

: read1ng growth there rema1ned the need to- test the pract1cahty of

* such measures,, and any effects teache’r use of such measures, m1§t have,

~on student achlevement over t1me A number of quest1ons related to ‘
ghese issues were posed “In the current study.. - ' g
W : . .

F1rst can teachers 1earn ‘to use the’ measurement system and w1H e
-~ f,“ - .

_ they f1nd 1t pract1ca}'. and time-effic¥ent? ' Such measures, howeverl
L . re1‘1ab1é and , vahd,;vnﬂ come’ ifito w1despread use . in the classroom,{.' L /
. \dnly ift teach‘ers f.md them to be a sav1ngs, rather than -an added | :
€ burden, 1‘n time- spent in eva]uat1on°/ : T - “ — | . o

.Second will the record of student growjzh presented 1n charts be.

Lo . perceived by teachers of special educat1on as an. actual representation

»

# ., bfgthe student's. progre§s in read1ng?‘ Agam, the extent to which

' . ’ ) : ’ . : ¢
teachers believe the, information they obtain reflects -actual growth

. will determine the extent to which “the instrument is used ,in the B

classroom. _
Third, once the me'aslu'rement system is ‘implem‘ented, w_iﬂ" resource
A rdom teachers use the 'i'nformatipn‘ it provides to more closely ‘mpnitor
, "and change the educati na] program of the student" Onepof the major
, ladVantages of a system* ‘ls that it . ‘aHows for continuous *:

‘ evaluat1on— of, the 1nst!ruct1ona1 program. Thus, it is.critical that

3 - .-thme mformatmn provided vby the system be used. *
. . . o ) ' 8 ' 2
* Only if all these questions are answered affirmatively is it .
Z.r\\' v , . . .
: a
Hhal . s,
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bos51b1e to’ exam1ne the quest1ons ‘concerning the effectlyeness of the

' o
system. Two:* quest1ons were 1nvest1gated concern1pg the efficacy of
the ’measures G1ven that/fteachers can 1earn to use a -formative

evaluat1on system for both measurement and eva1uat1on “wil the use of

such—ngocedures have a\:1rect effect on student ach1evement? One -
would expect that the frequent mod1f1cat1onsr1n the 1nstruct1ona1 plan

mgde poss1b1e by continuous feedback wou]d lead to an educat1ona1“
program more sens1t1«e to 1nd1v1dua1 needs and thus more chi:C1ve to’

groé?h in, read1ng Second w114 the use, of such measures have an - -

-

- effect on’ the structure of the 1earn1ng ehv1ronment prov1ded to the

A

,

student? Because a formative eValuat1on system prov1des cont1nuous

”

information about the néed for program changes, dne might expect the

use of such a system to resu1t ﬂn-a more h1g?}yfstructured 1earn1ng
‘,u‘ . v . . }

environment. ] - ’ A
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'pec1a1 educatiow reSource *classrooms in a rural educational

w ‘l

cooperat1ve, represent1ng 20 exper1menta1 -control matched pairs. The
‘mean grade level was 3.8, w1th 18 students in grades 1 through 3, 18
students in, grades 4rthrough 6 and 4 students in grades 7 and 8. All

subJects were funct1on1ng dramat1ca11y beldw their peers 1n read1ng.

Thirty of the subJects were boys, ten were g1rls. All subJects were,

4

studted 1n the resource room setting; the1r teachers were ‘seven

spec1a1 educat1on resource teachers whose exper1ence ranged from two .

-~ to s1x“years “with a ‘hedian of three years te ch1ng special educat1on.

The sublects were 36 e1ementary and 4 1ntermed1ate students in




- 5 |
The original pool included, 46‘subjects (23 matched pairs) in nine
resource rooms, however, two of the teachePs.fa11ed to 1mp1ement the

Ce

continuous evaluation proc®dures and the, three pa1rs in these
.. : A

, . 'c1assrooms'fhus were dropped from the study.

Procedures o Yy | \

N s

The resource room teachers were tra1ned in- the use of “the

e ) measurément procedures dur1ng a series of three” half- day workshops - at
: ¥
the beg1nn1ng of the schoo1 year.' Training” was based on the manua1

f Procedures.to'De5e1op and Monitor Progress on IEP Goals (Mirkin, Deno,

;Fuchs, Wess(n, Tindal, Marston, & kuehn1e,l 1981 )~ ““The teaghers

\COntinued to use the measures over the entire sthool year. Visits by

-

' observers “in December, FeBruary, and May, and freguent phone contacts,

* "provided feedback to the teachers on the accuracy of their

’

.~ implementation. of the measures.
Daily measurement consisted' of one-minute timed samples of

reading ~from the studeﬁt 3 curr1cu1um. Both words correct “and
{ B
o1 '1ncorrect were scored and charted on equal 1nterva1 charts. Based on

* .~ the resu1ts of prev1ous research the p1acement 1eve1 for, testﬁng;

- , )

Cs wh1ch a1so became the base11ne, was 7set at a criteria of 20 29 words
»

per m1nute for grades 1 and 2 and 30-39 words per minute for grades 3

" through 8.7
{ . o TeacherS'were instructed to write IEP 1ong-range goals using both
* the entry 1eve1 cr1ter1a and a desired year-end mastery cr1ter1a,

. ® o usua11y 70 words correct per minute- with no more than 7 errors. ‘The .

N uformu1a usedlin,writing the long-range goal is shown in Figure 1.

»
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P e Shdrt;term objectives were based on the Tbng-range goals (LRG).
i In. order‘ to compute the short term objeCtive, teachers ~firstv
, subtracted the base11ne level of performance from the criterion’ level
. ) 11sted in the LRG. D1:;d1ng th1sqd1fference by the number of weeks
| necessary until the annual eriew, they arrived at the number of words !
per week gain -necessary to meet the long -range goal cr1ter1a. Theb.
o « format used‘}dr writing short-term.obJect1ves is g1ven in Figure 2. f%,

In ‘addition, the teachers also were trained. at the beginnind of
:the .year, and again at mid-year, in the use- of the measurement
procedures}for 4va1uatfon of tne'instruct1ona1 program, In order. to
monitor studeRt growth, the baseline reading ]eugJ and the long-range _

goal were conndcted by an aimline that showed the students' desired ,

¢ t student growth—'by means - of the sp]L -m1dd1e or quarter-1ntersect '
- b » .
~+ method (wh1te & Har1ng, 1980). . An example is given in Figure 3. ’If ‘ :

,'_ progress. Every seven data points, tbe teachers were vto' monitor -y
\
|

,the student was progress1ng at a rate equ1va1ent to or greater sthan

-that indicated by the aimline, the instructional program was

continu@d; if the projected rate of growth was less than that ‘ .
indicated by the aimline, teachers were directed to make a substantial — ~*
change in the student's program. | ST .

o ? . o R .

@

. .- 2 . - . .

] . ‘ ) . o
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"Measures

Four measures were used in collecting data: one each for

imptementation and structure, and\two for achievement. , The structure
of the 1earning environment was assessed by means of the Strutture of

Instruct1on Rating Scale for both exper1menta1 and contro1 suhjects.

3 Degree of implementation of‘the cont1nuous eva1uat1on measures--the"

treatment for the experimental subJects--was ~assessed us1ng the

Accuracy of Imp1ementat1on Rat1ng Scale. Ach1evement measures for

A

,both exper1menta1 and control subJects conS1sted of t1med samples from

“three th1rd grade passages, and four subtests of the Stanford-._

.D1agnost1c Read1ng Test (SDRT) -The three t1med samp1es were

collected three t1mes dur1ng the year, in November, soon after thes

teachers had begun 1mp1ement1ng the measures, in February, and in May,’

at the end of the school - year * The Stanford D1agnost1c Read1ng Test
was adm1n1stered in May. Descr1pt1ons of the measures fol1ow.

Structure of 1nstcuct1on rat1ng scale (S%BS) The Structure of

Instruction Rat1ng Scale (SIRS) was des1gned "to measure the degree of
structure of the 1nstruct1ona1 1esson that a student rece1ved, in th1s
case in reading. The variables chosen Tor 1nc1us1on on the SIRS were
gathered from current literature on instruction and student academic
ach1euement (cf. Stevens & Rosenshine, 1981). A list of the variab1es

and their operational definitions can'be found in Appendix A.

The S;RS consists. of 12 ﬁjve-ﬁoint bipolar rating scales. A

»

‘v




A

8

rating;gf 1 is low for the variable and 5 is high. Observers,~trained

by videotapeito a.c%iteriq of ;80-.90 in}er-ra%er agreement, rate all

variables an the basﬁs of strict definitions at the end of a 20 minute
A \ A _ ,

observatioq péfiod. 'The focus of each observation»per%od“for the SIRS

is on the instructional environment for one student at.a time. For

the current study, nine research assistants were trained as observers

and reached ‘an inter-rater agreefient level of .92 before actually

observing in the classroom. -

The.re13abi1ity of the SIRS was assessed by means of Coefficient,

A1bha, a measure of internal consistency. For a samp1e‘ofA70 students
B observed' in November, the average inter-item correlation was .37,

resulting in an a]bha.of..86. Thus, the SIRS seems to have a high

degree of reliability as indexéd by\ﬁeas&ng§\§f'hohogengity.‘

- Factor analysis of the 12 variables on the.Sf§§\?8¥&g1ed that 9 of

the 12 represented one factor. Three variab1es-rIndependent‘Praetigg;}

-

Positive Consequences, and Silent Practice on Outcome Behavior--were
X ‘ A

not measuring the same factor. Thus, the nine variables were utilized

in the data analyses as one factor and the other three variables were

[y

analyzed séparatejy.

hccuracy of implementation rating scale (AIRS). The Accuracy of

imp1ementation Rating Scale (AIRS) is an instrument that was developed

in conjunction with the manual Procedures to Develop and Monitor

Progress on IEP Goals (Mirkin et al., 1981). The AIRS is designed to

‘provide a format by which to monitor the implementation of the

pfocedures‘described in the manual. The,AIRS consists of 12 items

that are rated on a 1 to 5 scale,’]l being the lowest imp1emehtation

-




score and 5 being comp1ete and accurate 1mp1ementat1on } cSpy gf the
scale and var1ab1e definitions is 1nc1uded 1n Append1x B. .‘ '

| Parts of the scale require direct gbservat1on whereas other 1tems
on the check11st canﬂbe-mon1tored by ‘inspection of student reading
graphs and by reading IEP forms. Items 1 and 2 of the-AIRS, which
;requ{re direct observation, deal with the accuracy of administration
of the measurement and se1ectionv3f the stimulus materials. The nine
observers trained in the use of the SiRS‘were trained concurrenf]y on
A these two items, ,and observed and rated these variables lin the
classroom during the same period as they completed the SIRS. Items

3-12 of the AIRS require inspection of varidus written documents.

‘Specifically, the rater examines the ~following documents. fer— each~

student: '(a) the IEP wh1ch should specify the 1ong range goa1 and
short-term ngect1ve’ in read1ng; (b) the reading graph,~ (c)  the
instructiona1 p1aanor reading; and (d) the record of changeshmade in
'the instructional p1an in’reading. Factors included in items 3-12
pertain to accuracy of establishing: (a) the appropr1ate measurement

level; (b) an adeqUate baseline; (c) an accurate long-range goal and

! . -

short-term obﬁective;- (d) a deta11ed graph; (e) a complete.

‘1nstruct1ona1 p}ogram, and (f ) the a1m11ne These items also focus on
the timing of 1nstruct1ona1 changes as well as the: types of changes
made. Items 3-fg were rated by research ass1stants \Frequent checks
among the four research ass1stants comp1et1ng items 3- 12 assured
inter-rater agreement of at least: 80

Re11ab111ty of the AIRS was assessed by means of the Cronbach'

Alpha internal cons1stency-]gmeasure. v The average 1nter-1tem

w9
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correlation was .12;“resu]ting in dh alpha of .62, somewhat lower than
the SIRS, but ade_quate ﬁ)r‘ re57rc;<)'urposes. . S .

- ) o | P

~ . Results

'.Imp1ementation

The” mean ratings fer each variable on the Accuracy of

'
k)

. * Implementation Rating Scale for all' three rounds of data collection

‘ark sﬁoWn in Table 1. fFor purposes’of>ana1yses, the{stale.oas divided'“

. ™~ ~ B S :
into three subscales: initial measurement (proctedures mecessary for

_settiog up . the measurement‘system'and thereafter modified on1y'if in_
error), ongo1ng measuremeot (procedures performed frequent1y that
prov1de ongo1ng data), and eva1uat1on (processes that -1nvo1ve
eva1uat1ng 1nstruct1oqa1mnj£gress and makung changes) Scores .in the

table represent the mean of a f1ve po1nt rating scale.

- D D D D D D D e D MDD D D D e W w0

d ‘ e e ’ L]

As can be seen in the table, relatively high scores were obtained

. ‘ . . & e .
in both initial and ongoing measurement, Initial measurement

procedures such .as setting up the Tlong-range goal and “short-term’

-

obJect1ve reached h1gh 1evé1s soon after 1mp1ementat1on and ma1nta1ned

.an average rat1ng of approx1mate1y 3.9 for all three rounds of data

) co11ect1on. Accuracy of’ongo1ng measorement tasks’ initially was,rated

. '__’ ‘-. ', . .
somewhat:1o%gr/(X‘5 3266)" by opservers, but “increased by round two,
and procedures such’as administration of the measurement task were the

“most highly rated by,the end of the year (X = 4.24),

vThe ratings for procedures used in evaluating the data and making

[

o -
R .
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11
- ~ instructional changes differed from the other two. sets, however. Even
though a mid- yearétraining workshop on using the measurement system to
make 1nstruct1ona1 changes was conducted’ between data co11ect1ons two
and three, the mean rat1ngs of eva1uat1on procedures tended to rema1n_~
be1ow those of other variables (X = 3.6). - Higher rat1ngs on the
' yar1ab1es relating to substantial and clear changes indjcate'that'when
changes were made they were  in accordance with the prescriptions'of
the systemt,_ waever,. onlye~those exberimenta1 subdects for nhom e .
changes were made could be rated on these variables, and it is c1ear
from. the Jow .number of cases for both these variab1es vthat this
represents a small subset of the subjects. . 4 i :

The Tlow frequency of 1nstrud€1ona1 changes 1mp1emented was

striking. For the 20 students receiving the .experimental treatment
—_—

Qurmn P

only 27 changes were made 1n‘1nstruct1ona1 programs, meaning that the
averdge number of changes made in the instructipnal plan during the
entire schoo1 year for any 1nd1v1dua1 was 1.4. As -is shown in Tab1e,
; 2, no changes in the 1nstruct1ona1 p1an were made for seven of the
exper1menta1 subJects, and for only three of the subjects were more

% “ - ] ..
than two instructional changes made during the course of the school )

- “year. It is clear from these data 'that a ‘potentia11y 'important | .
component of the aexperimenta] treatment, eva1uation of changes Qin

: read1ng 1nstruct1on, was 1mp1emented only part1a11y by the resource- . -~
room teachers in this study. In fact, making changes accord1ng to the
data ut111zatmon rule (i.e., timing'of instructional changes) received

\ . ) ‘ e -

one of the 1owest mean rat1ngs (3 39) In summary, teachers,made few'

[

changes 1n student programs and se1dom when the data ca11ed for such

-
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changes.

- ] - - - - - - [ P

-Inéert Table Z'about here

- - - - - - - - - - - - -

Structure of Instruction -

The  mean ratings for -;achA variab]é' on * the Sfructure of -
Instruction .Rating _Séa]e are. reborted in Téble‘va.' Classroom -
structure, as measufed by the.sca1e,'for the most part remaineq‘stable -
overl time.  Among tﬁz nine variables analyzed as oné féctor,‘ the
moderate tO’High ra@ihés at all three points in time indicate that
these aspects of classroom structure are relatively well estaﬁ]isheq
in\most resource rooms.*IE'iﬁ apparent, hdwéver,_that the elements of
structure represented by Independent Practice, PoSitive Consequenées,

and Silent Practice were much Tess a‘pévt of the classrooms studied.

L

Considering thewimportance placed'on'token éc0nomiés and point systems
' for-épecia] populations (Kazdin, 1977; 0'Leary, Drabman, & KJES;'1973;
" Phillips, Phillips, Fixsen, & Wolf, 1971; Staats & Butterfield, 1965),

the almost. total absence of such systems is' especially surprising.
The average rating on Positive Consequences in the May observations (X
= 1.13) means that,  of the 38 'students -obserVed, only two were
observed receiving-any form of token econbmy in their_resodrce,room,'
y  Insert Table 3 about here
Although one would not expect any significant differences ;to

emérge betweeﬁreXperimental and cbhtro] subjects on the SIRS since,the
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treatment was not fu11y 1mp1emented for éxper1menta1 subJects, mean

_differences for exper1menta1 and control subjects ‘are reported in
Table 4. ~None of the differences were statistically significant.

Still, it is worthwhile to note that differenc 'in ssample means that

do appear between experimental and control su Jects are in “favor of

the experimental subjects on 9 pf 12 rated variables.

Achievement
) The achievement measures. showed high’degrees of eorrelafion;among
themselves. The high correlations‘amohg the third grade pasSages (ﬁ.=
.61 to .93, with the majority of coéfficients in the high'.70s and
.80s) soggest that the passages possess a high degree of alternate-
- forms reliabi]ity.a'The correlafions ranging from .47.;0 .68 betweeh
the passages'and‘the Stanford subtgsts‘reaffirm ghe validity ofgfhe
passage data .for: purposes of measur1ng reading growth
| Overall descr1pt1ve data for the achuevement measures are
‘presented in Tables 5 and 6. As can be seen in Table 5, each of the
read1ng passages showed performance ga1ns “over time, a]though passage
3 proved 1ess sens1t1ve to growth "than passage 1 or 2. The average

percentlle rank for the Structural Analysis’ subtest ‘of the SDRT was

"

-~ 40.5 (see Table 6); the average percentile rank for the Comprehension

subtest of the SDRT was 32.1. To'contro1,for-grade differehCes, Z-

transformatlons were performed on all achievement data prior to

analysis. N . e ' y




Insert Tables 5 dnd 6 about here

---------------- R T )

~ Again, sihce the eva1uation procedures were not. fuﬁﬁy imp1emeht>d ,

hd B

for the exper1menta1 subjects, one must be cautious in interpreting

the resu1ts of - exper1menta1-contro1 compar1sons. Nevertheless the

pattern.of experjmentaj-contro1 achievement. differences (see Tables 7 |

. . e , | .
_ and 8) is consistent with that obtained for structure. Although none

. .

of the mean differences reach the level required-‘For 'statistica1

significance, - the mean djfferences for passage data showed gains in

o

favor of the‘ e;perimenta1 subjects, and three of the four SDRT

subtests that exhibited -mean differences at the end of the year were

- . ’ -~ - "“.‘ . r)‘a -
"in favor of the experimental subjects. 'M

P L L L L L T R Y T

o Insert Tables 7 and 8 about here
d Useab1]1tz o .

o

At the end of the year,, the ‘resource room teachers who
part1c1pated in the current study were 1nterv1ewed regard1ng the1r C
' react1ons to the cont}nuous evaluation procedures they 1mp1emented
'v~'Pre11m1nary ana1ys1s of the interview data 1nd1cated that, 1n genera1 )
the teachers reacted pos;tiver to the use of formative evaluation.
A1l but one of the teachers 1nterv1ewed felt that the t1med read1ngvﬂ

samp]e represented'a good measure’of-reading proficiency. In genera1

~ they be11eved that the s1ope of the graph ref1ected the actual rate of

reading grbwth, After a year.of,measur1ng, none expressed fee11ngs
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. ' ‘ ' - : <
» that- the procedures were too time-consuming. A
Other benefits fere noted by the teachers as we11.. One stated - o,

.fhat “the data ‘was more useful to me and the classroom teacher."'
. * Another stressed the mot1vat1ona1 aspects of the system, stat1ng "It ;
‘ 'greatly 1mproved the students' conf1dence wh1ch spurred h1T£herygn,tO~«
;o 1Torove.“ Others noted improved read1ng performance in even those @h
' ) students ‘who :failed to reach thexr/rEad1ng goal The only reservat1on
~ about the cont1nuous‘eya1uat1on system concerned ‘its relat1qnsh1p to

comprehension; one teacher felt that -at 1east.one-of her students

& : o . )
"improved in reading words, but.not in comprehension."

| kDiscussion | ] 4 ’ i
The current investigation"focusedj on a number of resedrch
quest1ons relat1ng to the pract1ca11ty ‘and eff1cacy of format1ve
evaluation systems in . read1ng in the resource room. Can teachers
learn touvuse- such a -measurement system, and w111 they fjnd it
wpractical,'tine efficient, and a be]ievaoie record of studentrgrowth?i
4 . Will they’use'the continuous infornation provided.by,such a system in‘

order,to make frequent chahﬁés in the educationmal plan, and monitor '

the.effectiveness of such changes? Does such a system of measuremente'
" and evaluat1on, once 1mp1emented have an effect on. the structure of
1nstruct16n or: on read1ng ach1evement7 ‘ ' . -
Rat1ngs of the accuracy of 1mp1ementat1on indicated that teachersh
can learn to administer timed read1ng samples and chart ‘the results in

-

order to prov1de a cont1nuous record of student growth 1n;read1ng. A

magor1ty of the cteachers 1nvolved 1n“the. project felt that such ¢

measures were time efficient 'and“helpful Jdn monitoring  student

.o ' I3 ‘ D o ’ .
. ; e ) .
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progress In add1%1on, a11 of ‘the teachers ‘had confldence by the end

’.

of" the year that thé student's growth (or lack™ thereof) in read1ng was

accurately reflected nn his or her graph, Ihus the teachers can learn .

y
to use the measurement system and f1nd it both practical and time

efficient in the- classroom. R BT ‘ o C a
3 { . . - ‘.{ [ N i
Atthoughe able to accurate]y measure student read1ng progress, the
3

,resource room teachers rare]y ut1112ed the procedures to eva]uate the - Y

o

1nstruct1ona1 program, make instructional change%, and mon1tor, the

effectivweness of these changes. " Ratipngs of evatuation procedures
- . ) / - e, e R
tended 'td be lower than either ~initial or ongoing megsurement
- . - ” 0
! »

variables. More importantly, very few changes 'were made in the

\

- . _ 1nstruct1ona1 programs of thé exper1menta1 subJects. tThus, for all

intents and purposes the ggal that teachers use the measurement to : ”‘u

A >

" direct’ and test’ changes in student programs was on]y partially:

H] »
’

realized. . . T e

" Why teachers can master a measurement system but not ut111ze the

data for educat1ona1 p]ann1ng end change is b matter for some .
: speculat1on. One explanation is that the techn1qa1 requ1réments of
o the evaluation procedures are more demanding  than the 1n1t1a1 or
ongo1ng measurement procedures. Teachers must 1earn to compute s]opes .
tn time series data -and  make Judgments regard1ng~“.program
etfectiveness.v Th1s requires not only new technica1'§k11ls, but is
a]so time consuming. ' o S
A second exp]anat1on ‘may 11e 1n the nature of the demands of the

<

measurement - and eva]uat1on components. . Nh11e changes in the T

procedures used for assessment may be re]at1ve1y easy for most -
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I

¢§

teachers to make, :the eva1uation-procedureS'prescribed by continuous‘

eva1uat1on may requ1re changes in teaching Qrocedures that teachers

" are ‘unable or unw1111ng to make ‘in the space of a year, . It may well

be that spec1a1 educat1on teachers, accustomed to mak1ng few changes

in educat1ona1 ) pians, flnd mak1ng : frequent changes ° in the

3

1nstruct15na1 p1an based on graphed data to be 1n conf11ct ‘with their

'}

current mode of teach1ng. further the teachers’ may we11 be doing all

,that they know how to do to teach read1ng and may not have a~.

* I'd
reperto1re of a1ternat1ve tactics Sfrom wh1ch _to draw. Finally, few

: prompts or re1nforcers’may be available for making changes. “In fact,

.mak1ng changes may increase.work--a pun1shment cont1ngency.. o’

|
While it wou1d be - unrea11st1c to expect improved: ach1evement with

_the exper1menta1 treatment on1y .partially in eﬁfect the data provide

. c1assroom.

some basis for the bé%nef that an appropr1ate1y 1mp1emented cont1nuous :
evaluation system could have some effect on both ach1evement and
program structure. A1tﬁough none _of the- ezper;mental-controlv

differences were re1iab1e, most of the mean differences favored the

experimenta1 cond1t1on. Such resu1ts prov1de a hopefu1 sign that
. cont inued 1mp1ementat1on of such a|§§stem, w1th spec1a1 attent1on paid

- to its evaluative components, m1ght 1ndeed ‘actelerate the rate of

learning to read.- -Alsa, the reports of the resource teachers support
[ .

- the techn1ca1 adequacy and the useab111ty of the measures 1n the

-

The results of this study cq{roborate earlier f1nd1ngs 1nd1cat1ng'
that measur1ng and graph1ng a student's performance do not ensure that

those data will be used to make 1nstruct1ona1 decisions. They.' suggest
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) that further study 1s necessary to determine how best to. ensure that ' @;
teachers w111 use fhe data 1n order to adJust 1nstruttlona1 programs

and dax1m1ze growth toward goa]s in reading. -

-
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Table 1 _ e
Accuracy Qf‘Imp1emenﬁafion Rating Scale: Mean'Rafihg§ff0r Experimental Subjects® .
. , ) \ ) * . ) . [\ :‘) :
Q i { 1 P B
J . P | LN ; . N '
. . ) " November ' of cases February' ofecases May of cases X
R " . : N = . . - T ?
. Initia1<Measu¢ément'o ) N o . (
Sampling for Instructional Level 3.55 *°  (20) “3.75 (20) -, 3.40 - (20) 3.57 .
1 . ) T K N oo ‘
. - Baseline = - SRl 73,80 (20) . 3.50 (20) 3.60 ('20) 3.63 .-
. Aimline oo, vCas0. (200 485 - (200 0 450 . (20) 462 L
o _ " Long#Range Goal A _ 4,10 (20) - 4.05 (20) - 4.25 (20) 4,13 °
S Short-Term Objective - 4.00.. . (20) 4.20 (20) - 4.40 (20) 4.20
Instructional Plan ©3.30 - (20) 3.35 '(20) 3.45 (20) 3.33
Mean ’ 3,93 3.90 ~3.93 3.92
P o 0Ongoing Measureﬁent<' -,‘ . . - . LT
Administering the Measurement Task  3.73 - (19) 4,50 (20) 4,7 (17) . 431 " ¢
. Selecting the: Stimulus Material - 3.95 (19) 4.50 (20} 4.94 (17) 4.46
{ Graph Set-up - 330 (20) © 3.30 - (20) 3.30 (17 3,30 .
Mean R " 3.66 - . 4,10 S 4.2 . o402 ]
Evaluation . . - . . ’
Timing of Instructional Changes ' 3.33 (15) 3.25 (20) 3.60° - (20) 3.39
Substantialy Changes 420 (2) 3.33 (9) 3.8 . - (8) - 3.90
Clear Chan;L d 7 3.50 . (2) - 3.77 (9f 4.00 (8) 3.57
Mean . B 3.78 : 3.45. : 3.83 3.62 =
o° }‘ - . : . «
AIRS Scale Mean v , .
A1l Variables ' 3.79 3.82 4,00 3.85 -

aRatings are on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high).
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L ' . - Table 2
: ¢ I N B ’ . .
i ‘ Number of Changes Made ~in the Instructional Program
; During the School Year
- | %
- No One Two . Three Four
) & Changes Change Changes Changes. Changes
' No. of Experimental )
Subjects : 7 6 5 - 1 2
‘ - , . . .
Iy
£, B
e i -
x ’ . o
£
. ' w
5 |
: TN
o""ﬁ '
26
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Table 3 \ ¥
Structure of Instruction Rating Scale: Mean Ratipgs for Experimental Subjectsa
November . (N) February (N} ‘May  (N) X

Instructional Grouping 3.43 (37) 2.95  (40)  3.29. (38) 3727
Teacher-Directed Learning 4.08 (37) 4.24 (38) 4.08 (38) 4.3
ActiVeiAcadgmic Responding 4.16 (37) t 4.15 - (40) 3.92 (38) 4.08
Demonstration and Prompting 3.24 (37) . 3.55 (40) . 3.50 (38) 3.43-
Controlled Practice 13,57 (37)  3.26 (39) 3.43 (37) 342
Frequency of Correct Answers 3.78 . (36) — 4.44 - (36) 4.23  (35) 4.15
Corrections ‘ 4.03 (36) 4.51 - (37) 4.3 (36) 4,28
Pacing - 3.57 (37) 3.59 (39) 3.72 (36) - - 3.63

Oral Practice -- -~ 2.23 (40) 2.90  (38) - 2.87

Mean 3.73 3.66 3. 3,66
Independent Practice 27 (18) LA (22)  1.56 (18) .71
Positive Consequences 1.62 (37) 1.51 (40) 1.13 (3 .’ 1.42
Silent Practice -- -- 1.98 (40)  1.92 _(38) © . 1.95

Mean o 1.90 ] 1.63 1.54 - - 1.69
_?Ratings are on a scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high).

h . . . —

ne
(4P




L Table 4
e Structure of Instruction Rating Scale: Experimental - pontrd] Means

November . Frabruary v, . May .
Experimental Control Experimental Control Experimental’ Control

Instructional Grouping 3.76 3.06 2.95 . 2.95 , 3.39, 3.1
Teacher-Directed Learning 4.29 3.85-. 4.5b 4,06 . 4,28 - -3.89
Active Academic Responding 3 4?18 . 4.18, 4,15 4.15 4,22 341 .

Demonstration and Prompting 3.18- - 3.24 3.78  "3.40 _ _  3.56 .3.33
Controlled Practice 3.47% 3.47x ©3.05 3.47 3.47  3.29

Frequency of Correct Answers 3,69 3.81 4.53 4,35 - 438 .4.13

Corrections - 3.9 3.94 4,71 4.59 4:35 4.17

Pacing | . 3.64 . 3.47 . 374 . 3,58 , 3.93 3.44

Oral Practice L e Lo 2.15 2,30 3,00 . 2%§9
Mean . 3,77 7 3.6 3.64 3.5 3.7~ 3.46

SIRS Rating . : - o T :
Independent Practice - 200  2.00 1.17 . 1.67 1.60  1.60
Positive.Consequences 1.76 T.53 . 1.20 1.10 SR IR § ar

Silent Practice ‘ S R I 1 2,00 - 1.89 " 2.00
% . :)\.- ¢ :

- . A
v o 4
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Tab1g>5

o

Third Grade Passage Data: Means and Standardingviations'for A11 Subjects

November . February May :
Meang  (SD) Mean  (SD) .- Mean  (SD)-
‘ﬁohds Read CﬁﬁrectIy in_One Minute SO . | ,
lPassag'é 1 - . D' . _'32.74' (';i;\#o‘) . 48,10 (25.49) 62.65 (34.37)
Passage 2  32.28 (22:67)  45.92 (26.98)  65.83 (34.27)
Passage 3 . ' 23.51 *(18.26)  32.38 (19.61)  47.98 (28.00)..
Mean | - 20.51 (21.26)  40.80 (33.23)  56.82 (31.60)
| Words Read Incorrectly in One Miﬁutez o 4 F
Passage 1 - . : , 8.56 (4.07Y. 8.34 64;92). , 6.30 .(4.95) .
Passage 2 R - - (3.69.) 8.21 (5.31) , 6.23 “‘(5‘.45)~
Passage 3 . ?‘V\\“ .9.93 (5;09) 8.90 (4.34) - J.80 (5.50)J 1
Mean \ o ) | ‘ 9.08 (3.94) . 8.48 (8.45) 6.78 '(4,.9'6')_?
’ he v —— 7
3i
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Table 6

Stanford Diaﬁh%étic Reading Test: Means and Standard Deviations

. : for ANl Sdbjects by Grqdé

ACS

Grade - N¥ Mean | (StandardﬂDeviation)

Mean % Rank

Structural Analysis Raw Score
(Word Division & Word.Blending)

1 19.50 - (22) *
2. 28.75. (10.00) *
3 40.13 - (10.26) 48.0
-4 39.60  (10.61) | 31.8
5 52.00 o (a9n)y 47.3
6. ' 44,00 - (18.22) *
7 57.67  (1.15) *
8 56.00  [one case] * -
Total Comprehension Raw Score
(Literal & Inferential Comprehension
1 18.00 (5.66) =
2 27.38 " (8.96) *
3 36.50 C(12.20) 39.5
4 38.70 " (13.23) 29.3
5 46.75 | (3.30) 24.5
6 47.00 (20.70) *
o7 52.67 . ~(5.03), o
8 '57.00- [ane case] *
'_~‘*Nokms not avaigablé.“'
Y .
. Ca
3 oy




‘Table 7

Third Grade Passage Data: Experimental - Control Mean Compariéons

o November o Februéry ' May .
”vExperimenta1 Control Experimental Control Experimenta] Control

‘Words Correct Per Minute ) ." . |
Passage 1 o 32.84 . 30.89 45.42 0.37 64.90 . 60.40
Passage 2 - 32.05 31.05 86.37 44.10 67.50 6415
Passage '3 23 22,0 32.95 - 30,37 " 4870 - 47.25
Mean . . 29.33 - 28.29 a1.58 3861 60.37 . 57.27
Errors in Qne~Minu%e '

Passage | _ B AT TR B APy 10.00 5,95 6.65
Passage 2 . 8.14 8.78 7.50 9.43 6.25 6.20-
_Passages"; . 10.29 9.79 8.50 9.71 7.10 8,50
Mean . . <f- . 8.86 9,38 7.74. 9.71 ©6.43 7.11
’ g

o~

oo
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Table 8 .
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test: - - |
Experimenta1-Coﬁtro?ihean Qompari§ons?‘
- ' . : May . _. .
Subtest - © . Experimental . ~ Control "
Word Division o250 1970
Word Blending | 20.55 - 18.95 .
| Structural Analysis 21.30 38.65
¢ . . - .
' Literal Comprehepsion 20.85 - 2065 -
Inferential Comprehension 17.60 | 17.80 °
Total Comprehension 37.75° © 38.45
?Entries in tables are mean raw scores. .
¥
# < ’
< 2 ‘ *
- <
& ) .
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Condition | ~ Behavior Criteria
LRG: |In ° . weeks, when student will at the rate of 50
' (total # weeks) read aloud wpm or better
presented with stories. from N : ' 5 or fewer errors.,
Leve1 L
€ 5; ‘ Ikead1ng ser1es),,
L ‘
,' )
t ‘
L 0 ) ‘ . . N q
Figure 1. Format for Long-Range Goal:

Reading
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o . o Appendix A t ‘ ) .
-~ Structure of Instruction Rating Scale (SIRS)
- Scho&]: ‘{? - - Student: ‘ ' i
- ) ~ O l" i . K
- - Date:_ ’ Teacher:
Observer: " - | Number of'Students in Group: | : ‘\
‘ q,.* @umber of-bbservationﬁ'prior to rating: . |

Time observation begins: . - ‘Time observation ends:_

Time al]oéatedrtofreading instruction ber‘day:

Currirulum used for tjstruction: ‘Pupiisher > '
. Series_ ! " Level . SN .
) Instructions ' |
Circle the number that accurately reflects your rating for each
variable.” Only one number may be circled per variable. If you are .
. ' unable to evaluate a certain variable, mark N/A (not applicable) next
o . to the left-hand column. . ‘
1. Instructional Grouping 1 2 3 4 5
2. Teacher-directed Learning 1 2 3 4 5
3. Actjve Academic Responding ~ 1 2 3 4 5
. 4, Demonstrafion/Prompting - 1 2 3 4 5
By 160ntﬁo11éd Practice + . 1 2 3 4 5 )
6. Frequency of Correct Answers . 1 2 3 // 4 5
7. .Independent ﬁ}actitg 1, 2 3 74 5
8. Corrections ~ -~ - .1 2 3 4 5
9. Positive Consequences ' 1 2 3 4 5
10, Pacing 1 23 - 48
11. Oral Practice on Outcome ’ : - : -
Behavior . L 2z, 2 4 . 5
,w‘  12. Silent Practice on Qutcome ~~ . . |
: Behavior - 1 2 3 4 5




 SIRS

Operational Definitions Codebook J,—j

. Instructibnal Grouping

5 - 90% or more of the instruction® this student receives from the
teacher is on an 1nd1v1dua1 basis.

f .
1 -10% or less of he instruction this student receives from the
' teacher is on af individual basis. 9‘*- -

Teacher-Directed Learning -

L

"5 - Student's instruction is extremely organized, businesslike,
and teacher is firm in direction and control of activities.
For example, student is presented with questions, student
has material to cover etc.

1 - Student's instruction is casually organized and very spon- ‘

_taneous. Teacher is not committed to having the student work - .

on a particular set of material. Instructional materials do

not determine what activities student engages in and the les-
sons change according to problems or mood of this student.

Actwve ‘Academic Respgnd1ng

[ ] <

5 -~ The student is actively practicing the academ1c sk111s to be
learned more than 75% of the time observed. “Specifically, the
‘student is engaged in oral or written responding to teacher
questions or written material, e.g., reading aloud, answering
questions, writing, or computing. Student.rarely is involved
in.non-academic conversations with teacher or othef students -
Attending to the lesson without responding, such as sitting,
looking, listening, and/or following along in a book does not
apply. The student must make an' active, written or oral
reSponse

1 - The student is actively practicing the skills to be learned
. less than 10% of the time observed. Instructional Tessons .
may be interrupted -or shortened to include "process" and other
non-academic activities, e.g.’, c1ar1fy1ng fee11ngs, opinions,
and working on aits and crafts :

Demonstrat1on and Prompting ° 5 | L. }//l

5 - Appropr1ate steps of the desired behavior to be performed
~ demonstrated for the student. Student is given an opportunity
to practice the ‘'step(s.) as teacher provides prompts for correct
behav1or that approximates or achives desared response.

1 - Teacher attempts to teach the student a behavior w1thout using
demonstrat1on and prompt1ng techniques.
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5. Controlled Practice - o _ ‘

5. - Student's practice of material is act1ve1y contro]led by
, : teacher who frequently asks questions to clarify that the
. : ' student understands what has just been demonstrated. Ques-
tions are convergent (single factual answer) and the stu-
dent's answers consistently follow the questions and are
g1ven teacher feedback.

«

' 1 - Student is rarely questioned by teacher following demonstra-

: tion of new materials. Questions are more divergent (open-
ended, several interpretations) than convergent ?s1ng1e factual
answer). Student's response is not.consistently followed by
teacher feedback. The type of questions are such that several
answers are acceptable, i.e., questlons are abstract or am-
b1guous . :

%

Examples:

If durlng an oral reading sesslon ' . ..

- a) the teacher frequent]y attempts to c]arlfy the material with:
convergent questions ("what color hat was John wearing?"), a
5 would be recorded. .7

. b) the teacher aské few questions, most of which are divergent
("What do you think this mpans?"), a 1 would be recorded.

c). the teaéher asks few convergent questions or many divergent
questions, the appropriate‘rating‘gould be a 3.

PEY

6. Frequency of Correct Answers

5 - Academic lessons are conducted in such a way that the difficulty
of the material allows the student to achieve mean accuracy
- of 80% or higher.

1 - Academic material .is difficult for student, component steps
- are large or unsequenced and mean accuracy for student 1s
less than 55%.

(Note: If. the student has no opportunrty “for oral ot\wrltten response
' during the observational period, item 6 would be rated N/A -
not app11cab1e while 1tems 3 and 5 wou]d most likely be
rated 1). .

A

7. Independent Practice -

5 - When engaged in 1ndependent seatwork, ‘the student frequently is
- . monitored by the téacher who ass1sts, c]arlfles, and praises
T : the. student for academlc engaged tasks,

(Note: Independent Seatwork is deflned here as a student working on an
. . . assigned task:for-at least 5 minutes. [If no such 5- mlnute
. 0 »w o+ block of t1me 1s observed, Item 7 is rated N/A] )

40
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1 - When student is engaged in academic sq;t-work activities, little .
attention”is given by teacher who directs seat-work activities
from a distance or engages in work separate from the assigned
seat work. Teacher is genera}ty not. helpful or supportive to
student during independent practice time. :

b

8. Corrections

© L 5 - The student's errors are cons1stent1y corrected by the teacher.

When the student either does not respond, responds incorrectly, -
or, does not respond in unison if the activity is group directed
‘and requires such respond1ng, the teacher will systematically

_ - attempt to correct the student by asking a simpler question, re-

’ L focusing student's attention to elicit correct response from the
student or pgovide gengral rules by which to determine the
correct ansqgr 90% or more of the time.

o S 1 - Student's errors are rarely and inconsistently corrected'by the ,
- - teacher. The student responses are not systematically corrected. Lo
Studert's errors are corrected 50% or less of the time.

For. example: In.oral reading this includes teacher correction of skips .
. ) _and. mispronunciations, or help in sounding out hesitations. °

9. Positive Consequences

rs
-

w

5 - Positive events (tokens, 6e1nts, activities, etc.) are g1ven to
the student when performing the desired behavior. When learning
a new skill the student receives positive consequencé for.
i . _ approx1mat1ons of the desired behavior. Consequences are con-
"sistently received during academic training time.  Praise and
comp11ments, e.g., "good working,,n1ce job," are not included
in, th1s def1n1t1on .

h 1 - Student rarely receives positive consequences for academic work.
, ~ When student receives conseguences théy usua]]y are for social
a - . behavior, rather than for behaviors occurring under systematic :
' academic tra1n1ng - . ' %

10, “Racin | - : o R | .
5 - The pace of the lesson is rapid, p}oviding many opportunities
- for ‘'response by the student. As a result, attention is-high
. . and off-task behavior is low.
~ " \ . .
+ 1 - The pace of the lesson is slow and the student's rate of
responding is low. Lesson format frequently varies, is not
highly structured, and student attention may.be low.

-
o

g
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11. 0ra1 Practice on ‘Qutcome Behavior : ~

5 - Student reads aloud from context nearly all the time (85-100%
or 12-15 min. of a 15 min. observation) L

e " "1 Student does not read aloud during the observation (0% of the
o ~time). < _ o .
(Note Reading aloud for measurement purposes should not be cons1dered
_ when rating this variable. Reading in ‘context is defined as
" reading phrases, sentences, paragraphs, or story selections.)

~Examples: ' Lo

If the student is reading isolated words nearly the entire time,
the appropr1ate rating is a 3. 4 :

£

If the student is reading aloud from a text about half the time, -
a 3 would be recorded. . ‘

12.. S11ent Pract1ce on Outcome BehaV1or -

5 - Student reads silently from context near1y a11 the time (85-100%.
- . or 12-15 min. of a 15 min. observat1on) :

1. Student does not read 511ent1y dur1ng the observat1on (0% of
- the time).

(Note: Reading in context is defined as the same as "#$11. The examp1es
of #11 are the same for #12, with silent read1ng ).
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Appendix B>

Accuracy of Implementation Rating Scale
School:__ _+ " Student:
Date:_ o ‘ - Teacher;
— K

‘.Obsérver (Items 1 and '2_) .

Rater\(Items 3-13):

Number of observations prior to rating,. ‘

Time observation: begins. ‘ ‘ Time observation. ends:

? “ 14

Time allocated to refqing instruction per day: . : w
~ Curriculum used for measuremenf: Publisher : ‘ e
_ Series._ - lLevel |
Instructions = ) )

Circle the number that accurately reflects your rating for each
variable. Only one number may be :circled per variable. 1 reflects a
low level of implementation and 5 means total implementation of the -
Procedures to Develop and Monitor Prggress on IEP Goals. See Operation-
al Definitions. Items 1 and 2 requfre direct observation of the measure-
‘ment administration. Items 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 require inspection of the
student graph. Items 8, 9, and 10 require inspection of the student’s
IEP- form. The Instruct10na1 Plan must be inspected to rate item 1].
The Change Record must be inspected to rate items 12.and 13.

, e - . . o
- .o F

) F-_ll._ Admimsterkng the Measurement -Task -1 2 3 4 5
- | 2. Selecting the Stimulus Material 1 2 3 4 5
3. sampling for Instructicnal Level 1 2 3 4 5.
s 4. Baseline S N 1 - 2. '3 4 5 a
§'§ 8. Graph Set-—_up * 1.2 3 4 5
S& | 6. Aimline 1 2 3 4 5
7. Timi ng of: Instructwnal Changes R 1-2 3 4 5 v
=  ['8. Long-Range Goal N1 2 3 4 s
24 .| 9. short-Term Objective .1 2 3 4 5
E'_ 10. Measurement System v . 1. 2 - 4
§'§§ 11. Instructional Plan : . 1 2 3 4 5
4% . {12. Substantial Changes S 12 3 4
:::5%534 13. One, Clear Change S .1 2.3 &
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" Operational Definitions e
Acc‘)“"‘aci"o.vf'Imp-lementation Rating Scale * -

1L31n1ster1ng the Measurement Task >

. 5°: The measurement task is adm1n1stered correctly teacher
- ) brings stopwatch and pencil to measurement area; gives
correct directions for the task; administers the measure-
ment protedure for one minute; correctly.marks the teacher
copy; correctly counts words correct and incoprect; cor-
rectly counts words correct and incorrect; correct]y
plots the data point. ;
1 - The teacher: ‘forgets necessary materials; does not give
directions; does not time the task accurately; fails to
.mark the teacher copy or incorrectly marks errors; miscounts
correct and incorrect words; and inaccurately plots the data
© point. .

Selecting the Stimulus Material

5 —~The teacher has followed these procedures Uses passages
selected “from the level that represents the annual goal.
Observers should record the book from which the passage
was selected and latem check this with the long-range goal
level, At this level find the pages in these stories that
do.not have excessive dialogue, indentations, and/or unusual

~ pronouns. Write these page numbers on equal size slips of
. paper.

- Put the slips of paper into a drawbag and shake it.
- Randonﬁy pick a slip of paper: ¥

- The page number chosen is the page where the student

hegins reading. If the page chosen is a passage that

was read ear11er dur1ng the week, draw another page

number~ ‘ _
“Other comp]ete]y random procedures are also rated a 5. If, - ' ‘ .
however, not all passages have an equal chance of be1ng :
se1ected as rat1ng would be indicated. _

]

1 - The teacher fails to random1y p1ck the passage or the samp]e is

4nd1cated in the goal.

» 5'- The teacher has samp]ed from higher or lower reading levels
. ~to fid the level in which the student reads 20-29 wpm

3. Sampling for Ihstructional Level
I (grades 1 & 2) or 30-39 wpm (grades 3 and up)

o
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1 - The teacher 15 measur1ng‘at a 1eve1 wh1ch s too high or
. -too 1ow ” . .

Baseline

5 - The student's performance has been measured at least 3 times to
‘establish a stable baseline. A stable base11ne means that a11.
~data points fa11 within a range-of 10.

1 - The teacher has not found a 1eve1 for wh1ch a stable baseline -
has been established or has failed to collect. 3 data points
during the base11ne phase .

e

Graph Set-Up

&

5 - The graph -is accurate1y set up: The dates filled in.on the
horizontal axis; the vertical axis is correctly labeled words
read per minute Trom - material; the units of measure-
meht are specified; the student's name and 'subject area are |
certified; a key identifies the symbols for corrgct (.) and
incotrect (x); symbols are placed at the intersection of date
agd score; the data points are connected with: straight 11nes,
and absences are recorded on the graph as (abs ).

1 - The graph does not 1nc1ude_many of the items mentioned above.

Aimline < . .

5 - The long-range goal is marked on the graph ‘with an X at the-
intersection of the desired performance level and date of
“attainment and a line of désired progress comnects the
point representing the student's median score of the 1ast

-3 data po1nts from baseline and the LRG.

1 - The long-range goa1 is not marked on the graph and/or the
-median. and LRG are not connected , . AR

°

T1m1ng of Instruct1ona1 Changes

5 - All. the adJustments in the'student's program are made at the
i appropr1ate time given the rules for data ut111zat1on .
f 1+

(1) Compare the actual s1épe based on’7 to 10 data po1nts
~ to the slope required to attdin the Annual Goal.

(25 If the .actual slope is equal to or steeper than, the
..Annua1 Goal s1ope continue .the program.

(3) If the actual slope is flatter than the Annual Goal
. s1ope change the- program. '

1 - Ndne of the adjustments in the student's program are made

~ atXhe appropr1ate t1me

wa
-
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8. 'Long Range Goal

5 - The -long-range goal is accurateTy written; goaT spec1f1es , R

. the number of weeks until next review; stimulus materials A T
for the goal represents the level in which the student:
is performing at entry level criterion; goal specifies
student. behavior; goal specifies mastery criterion of

50 wpm with fewer than 5 errors (grades 1 & 2) or 70 wpm
with fewer than 7 errors (grades 3-5)-when there are 36
weeks until the annual review. If there are fewer -than 36
weeks, the crlteria can be lowered proportlonately

o 'T - The long- range goal contains none of the above criteria.

9. Short-Term Objective .

material and behavior is specified; and the average increase
in performance is the desired performance minus the actual
performance divided by the number of weeks until the annual

5 - The short- term. obJectlve is accurately written, stimulus ~ ;' ‘ . :
.review, +

r

1 - The short-term objective contains none of the above criteria.

10. Measurement System

5 - The teacher has 1nd1cated how the mater1aT is organ12ed the
- . frequency of measurement, and what is to be recorded on the
- By graph. ‘ :
| -1 - The measurement system i$ not spec1f1ed - . o - {
11, Instructlonal Plan S : ' ) "

5 - The instructiondl pTan includes cTear and speciflc descriptions : "w
. of the instructional procedures, _.the time spent in each acti- '
vity, the peftinent materials, the arrangements, and the
-mot1vattonaT strategles. .

1 - The 1nstruct10naT plan is uncTear and Tacks spec1f1c descrlp-
tions of the instructional procedures, the time spent in each
actjvity, the pertinent materials, the arrangements, and the
mot1vat10naT strategles 't . : :

‘ TZ.-{SubstantlaT Changes . : S - . L e

- The adjustments in the student's program are aTways substantlaT
(have a good chance of being effective; see Unit XIV).

1 - ,The adjustments are never substantial.
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13. Clear Change . "

5 - A1l the adjustments made introduce only one,. clear program
change. 4

1 - A1l the adJustments made introduce more than one change
and/or the change is unclear

&
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